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DETAILED ACTION 



1. 



Claims 1, 3-12, 14-21, and 23-28 are pending. 



2. 



The office acknowledges the following papers: 



Arguments and claims filed on 8/21/2008. 



New Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 



3. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

4. Claims 1, 3-12, 14-21, and 23-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first 
paragraph, as failing to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) 
contains subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to 
reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the 
application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 

Claims 1,12, and 21 recite "said programmable switches programmably 
reconfiguring said plurality of interconnected functional units to direct said data stream 
among said interconnected functional units in accordance with said commands." The 
applicant provided no citation for support for the claimed limitation and the examiner 
upon a cursory search of the specification has found no support for the newly claimed 
limitation. Thus, the newly claimed limitation was not described in the specification to 
reasonably convey to one of ordinary skill in the art that the limitation had possession of 
the claimed invention at the time of filing. 
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5. Claims 3-1 1 , 14-20, and 23-28 are rejected due to their dependency. 

New Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1,3-12, 14-21, and 23-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bates et al. (U.S. 7,080,360), Dakhil et al. (U.S. 6,799,265), in view 
of Pardo et al. (U.S. 5,754,839). 

8. As per claim 1: 

Bates and Dakhil disclosed a stream computer, said stream computer 
comprising: 

a plurality of interconnected functional units, each of said interconnected 
functional units operating independently (Bates: Figure 4, column 6 lines 57-67)(Dakhil: 
Figure 6 elements 32-38, column 4 lines 9-31 and column 6 lines 28-37)(Figure 4 of 
Bates shows code that is inherently executed on a processor. The combination results 
in this code being executed on the processor of Dakhil. The execution units are the 
plurality of functional units that operate independently depending on the function to be 
performed.), each of said functional units of said plurality of interconnected functional 
units connected to one or more functional units of said plurality of interconnected 
functional units using one or more programmable switches, said programmable 
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switches responsive to commands concurrent with a data stream (Bates: Figure 4, 
column 6 lines 57-67)(Dakhil: Figure 6 elements 30-38, column 4 lines 9-31 and column 
6 lines 22-37)(The combination results in the code of figure 4 being executed on the 
processor of Dakhil. The execution units are the plurality of functional units that are 
connected via element 30.), each of said functional units responsive to said data stream 
containing data to be operated on by one or more of said functional units and to tokens 
within said data stream, said tokens identifying how said functional units are to operate 
on said data stream (Dakhil: Figure 6 elements 32-38, column 4 lines 9-31 and column 
6 lines 28-37)(The slices respond to tokens (i.e. opcodes of functions) and 
corresponding data that will indicate how to execute instructions.), said functional units 
operating concurrently in response to said data stream (Dakhil: Figure 6 elements 32- 
38, column 4 lines 9-31 and column 6 lines 28-37)(lt's obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art that Dakhil allows superscalar execution among the slices by supporting 
dependency checking and out of order execution. The advantage of superscalar 
execution is increased performance through faster execution of a program.); 

said programmable switches programmably reconfiguring said plurality of 
interconnected functional units to direct said data stream among said interconnected 
functional units in accordance with said commands (Dakhil: Figure 6 elements 30, 40, 
and 44, column 6 lines 22-43)(The slices are reprogrammed for new operations when 
new operations are to be executed that aren't currently implemented on any slices.); 

digital logic cooperatively associated with one of said functional units for 
comparing said data stream presented to said one of said functional units with a debug 
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stream (Bates: Figure 5 elements 508, 520, and 528, column 8 lines 1-13 and column 
10 lines 17-41)(For conditional breakpoints, a value is being compared from the data 
stream to the debug stream to see if a conditional breakpoint has occurred.); 

reporting logic associated with said digital logic for reporting the occurrence of 
matches between said data stream and said debug stream (Bates: Figure 5 element 
542, column 10 lines 17-41)(When a conditional breakpoint occurs, the information is 
send to the display.). 

Figure 4 of Bates show code that is inherently executed on a processor. The 
advantage of using a superscalar processor to execute this code is that they are 
capable of increased performance through parallel processing. In addition, execution 
on reconfigurable units allows for increased performance through speeding up 
execution functions (Dakhil: Column 3 lines 55-64). One of ordinary skill in the art 
would have been motivated by these advantages to implement the inherent processor 
of Bates as a superscalar reconfigurable processor. Thus, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to implement the inherent 
processor in Bates as a superscalar reconfigurable processor for the advantage of 
increased performance. 

Bates and Dakhil failed to teach wherein said digital logic extracts similarities 
between said data stream and said debug stream to generate a viewpoint. 

However, Pardo disclosed wherein said digital logic extracts similarities between 
said data stream and said debug stream to generate a viewpoint (Pardo: Figure 2, 
column 2 lines 30-40)(Watchpoints allow for extracting data without interrupting the 



Application/Control Number: 10/630,891 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2183 

processor, which is the same as viewpoints.). 

Bates disclosed that the processor allows for watchpoints to occur during the 
normal debugging process, but failed to teach how this would occur and how a 
watchpoint functions compared to a breakpoint (Bates: Column 5 lines 8-20). One of 
ordinary skill in the art would have thus been motivated to learn how a watchpoint 
functions compared to a breakpoint to make the combination of Pardo and Bates. Thus, 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to implement the process of handling watchpoints from Pardo for the processor of 
Bates. 

9. As per claim 3: 

Bates, Dakhil, and Pardo disclosed a stream computer as described in claim 2 
wherein said digital logic generates said viewpoint without interrupting said data stream 
(Pardo: Column 1 lines 41-53). 

10. As per claim 4: 

Bates, Dakhil, and Pardo disclosed a stream computer as described in claim 1 
wherein said digital logic extracts similarities between said data stream and said debug 
stream to induce a breakpoint (Bates: Figure 5 elements 516 and 528, column 5 lines 
39-55 and column 10 lines 17-41)(A conditional breakpoint compares a value to the 
data stream to determine if a breakpoint occurred or not.). 

11. As per claim 5: 

Bates, Dakhil, and Pardo disclosed a stream computer as described in claim 4 
wherein said digital logic extracts similarities between said data stream and said debug 
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stream to induce said breakpoint in response to a breakpoint number arriving at said 
digital logic (Bates: Figure 5 elements 516 and 528, column 10 lines 1-3 and lines 17- 
41 )(lt's obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that multiple breakpoints could be set 
when debugging and each breakpoint would have a tag that tells which is which.). 

12. As per claim 6: 

Bates, Dakhil, and Pardo disclosed a stream computer as described in claim 4 
wherein said digital logic generates said breakpoint and interrupts said data stream 
passing through said digital logic (Bates: Figure 5 elements 516 and 528, column 10 
lines 1-3). 

13. As per claim 7: 

Bates, Dakhil, and Pardo disclosed a stream computer as described in claim 4 
wherein said digital logic generates said breakpoint and allows said data stream to pass 
through (Bates: Figure 5 element 530, column 10 lines 1 7-41 )(lf the condition for the 
breakpoint is false, then the data is allowed to pass through without the breakpoint 
interrupting the processor.). 

14. As per claim 8: 

Bates, Dakhil, and Pardo disclosed a stream computer as described in claim 1 
wherein said at least one of said plurality of interconnected functional units, said digital 
logic, and said reporting logic are integrated on a single substrate (Official notice is 
given that all of the functional units, digital logic, and reporting logic could be on a single 
chip.). 

15. As per claim 9: 
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Bates, Dakhil, and Pardo disclosed a stream computer as described in claim 1 
wherein said reporting logic are compatible with a graphical user interface, said 
graphical user interface identifying said functional units, and inputs and outputs of said 
functional units (Bates: Column 10 lines 17-41)(The breakpoint data is sent to the GUI.). 

16. As per claim 10: 

Bates, Dakhil, and Pardo disclosed a stream computer as described in claim 1 , 
wherein one or more of said functional units are reconfigured to become part of said 
digital logic (Dakhil: Figure 6 elements 32-38, column 6 lines 28-37)(The slices are 
reconfigurable.). 

17. As per claim 1 1 : 

Bates, Dakhil, and Pardo disclosed a stream computer as described in claim 1 , 
wherein said digital logic further comprises arithmetic logic units (ALU) and memory 
functions, said functions obtained by allocating some functional units to perform said 
ALU and memory functions (Dakhil: Figure 6 elements 32-38)(Official notice is given 
that execution units can perform ALU and memory functions. Thus, it's obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art that the execution units of Dakhil perform ALU and memory 
functions.). 

18. As per claim 12: 

Claim 12 essentially recites the same limitations of claim 1. Claim 12 additionally 
recites the following limitations: 

A second plurality of interconnected functional units for concurrently comparing 
internal streams with debug streams (Bates: Figures 5 and 6 element 512, column 6 
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lines 20-30 and column 8 lines 1 continued to column 10 line 16.)(The safety net 
breakpoints are also considered internal breakpoints.). 

19. As per claim 14: 

Claim 14 essentially recites the same limitations of claim 3. Therefore, claim 14 
is rejected for the same reasons as claim 3. 

20. As per claim 15: 

Claim 15 essentially recites the same limitations of claim 4. Therefore, claim 15 
is rejected for the same reasons as claim 4. 

21 . As per claim 16: 

Claim 16 essentially recites the same limitations of claim 5. Therefore, claim 16 
is rejected for the same reasons as claim 5. 

22. As per claim 17: 

Claim 17 essentially recites the same limitations of claim 6. Therefore, claim 17 
is rejected for the same reasons as claim 6. 

23. As per claim 18: 

Claim 18 essentially recites the same limitations of claim 7. Therefore, claim 18 
is rejected for the same reasons as claim 7. 

24. As per claim 19: 

Claim 19 essentially recites the same limitations of claim 8. Therefore, claim 19 
is rejected for the same reasons as claim 8. 

25. As per claim 20: 
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Claim 20 essentially recites the same limitations of claim 9. Therefore, claim 20 
is rejected for the same reasons as claim 9. 

26. As per claim 21 : 

Claim 21 essentially recites the same limitations of claim 12. Therefore, claim 21 
is rejected for the same reasons as claim 12. 

27. As per claim 23: 

Claim 23 essentially recites the same limitations of claim 3. Therefore, claim 23 
is rejected for the same reasons as claim 3. 

28. As per claim 24: 

Claim 24 essentially recites the same limitations of claim 4. Therefore, claim 24 
is rejected for the same reasons as claim 4. 

29. As per claim 25: 

Claim 25 essentially recites the same limitations of claim 5. Therefore, claim 25 
is rejected for the same reasons as claim 5. 

30. As per claim 26: 

Claim 26 essentially recites the same limitations of claim 6. Therefore, claim 26 
is rejected for the same reasons as claim 6. 

31. As per claim 27: 

Claim 27 essentially recites the same limitations of claim 7. Therefore, claim 27 
is rejected for the same reasons as claim 7. 

32. As per claim 28: 
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Claim 28 essentially recites the same limitations of claim 9. Therefore, claim 28 
is rejected for the same reasons as claim 9. 



Response to Arguments 

33. The arguments presented by Applicant in the response, received on 8/21/2008 
are partially considered persuasive: 

34. Applicant argues "Bates describes a method, apparatus and article of 
manufacture for debugging code (Abstract). Bates is not oriented towards stream 
computers with functional units interconnected by switches nor does it envision multiple 
data and other flows within a stream computer, and their interaction to arrive at a 
viewpoint descriptive of the data based on a debug stream. Bates uses conventional 
Von Newman computer architecture of the prior art, described in Fig 1 (prior art) of the 
present application" for claim 1 . 

In response to applicant's arguments, the recitation "stream computer" has not 
been given patentable weight because the recitation occurs in the preamble. A 
preamble is generally not accorded any patentable weight where it merely recites the 
purpose of a process or the intended use of a structure, and where the body of the 
claim does not depend on the preamble for completeness but, instead, the process 
steps or structural limitations are able to stand alone. See In re Hirao, 535 F.2d 67, 190 
USPQ 15 (CCPA 1976) and Kropa v. Robie, 187 F.2d 150, 152, 88 USPQ 478, 481 
(CCPA1951). 
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35. Applicant argues "As amended, the claims require that the interconnected 
functional units operate independently, while the programmable switches reroute the 
data flow including tokens to reconfigure the interconnected functional units on 
command. This teaches away from Rodgers as the structure of the present disclosure 
is different and functions differently from Rodgers. Rodgers does not suggest nor teach 
the data flow switching approach of the present disclosure" for claim 1 . 

This argument is found to be persuasive. The examiner agrees that Rogers 
failed to teach reconfiguring the plurality of functional units. However, due to the 
amendment, a new ground of rejection has been given. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

The following is text cited from 37 CFR 1.111 (c): In amending in reply to a 
rejection of claims in an application or patent under reexamination, the applicant or 
patent owner must clearly point out the patentable novelty which he or she thinks the 
claims present in view of the state of the art disclosed by the references cited or the 
objections made. The applicant or patent owner must also show how the amendments 
avoid such references or objections. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jacob Petranek whose telephone number is 571-272- 
5988. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Eddie Chan can be reached on (571) 272-4162. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 

Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 

published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 

Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 

For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 

you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 

Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

/Eddie P Chan/ Jacob Petranek 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2183 Examiner, Art Unit 2183 



